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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to the rejection of claims 3-14, 18-29, and 33-44 
under 35 USC 102(e) have been fully considered and are persuasive. Accordingly, the rejection 
is withdrawn. 

Applicant's arguments with respect to the rejection of claims 15, 30, and 45 under 35 
USC 102(e) have been fully considered and are persuasive. Accordingly, the rejection is 
withdrawn. 

Applicant's arguments with respect to the information disclosure statement have been 
fully considered and are persuasive. Accordingly, the IDS has been considered by the examiner. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

Claims 3-9, 11-15, 18-24, and 26-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the 
claimed invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

The claims may all be reasonably interpreted as encompassing embodiments which 
consist entirely of software. Software, absent a structurally and functionally interrelated 
computer-readable medium, is not statutory subject matter. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 
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The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 3-5, 7-9, 11-15, 18-20, 22-24, 26-30, 33-35, 37-39, and 41-45 are rejected under 
35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and 
distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claims 3, 18, and 33, as well as many claims dependent therefrom, contain the term 
"MAC SA." Although the abbreviation "MAC" is generally accepted in the art to refer to the 
Media Access Control sub-layer in the OS1 model, the abbreviation "SA" is not one that has a 
standard accepted meaning. Thus, the claims are unclear. For the purposes of this action, the 
abbreviation will be interpreted to mean "source address." 

Claims 3, 18, and 33 recite the limitation "said MAC SA," but there is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claims. Although the claims previously introduce a 
"MAC SA table cache," this does not refer to a MAC source address in particular. 

Claims 3 and 18 recite the limitation "and the MAC SA table cache which stores a source 
MAC address which has made a learning frame transmission request," but this limitation is 
unclear. 

Claims 15, 30, and 45 recite the limitation "wherein a node. . .sends an asymmetrical main 
signal frame to an Ethernet," but this limitation is unclear. It is not clear what is meant by the 
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term "asymmetrical frame," since "symmetry" is not a characteristic that is generally applied to 
network transmissions. Furthermore, it is not clear what is meant by the term "an Ethernet." The 
term "Ethernet" identifies a particular protocol, not a physical thing upon which network 
information may be transmitted. 

Any claim not specifically addressed above is rejected at least for incorporating the 
deficiencies of a claim upon which it depends. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 3-9, 12, 13, 15, 18-24, 27, 28, 30, 33-39, 42, and 43 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over ANSI/IEEE Std. 802. ID, 1998 Edition (hereinafter "the 
802. ID specification") in view of Williams et al. (US Patent No. 6,515,993, hereinafter 
"Williams"). 

Regarding claim 3, the 802. ID specification shows a network system for a network 
having plural nodes connected (see Fig. 7.1), wherein a node (comprising a bridge) belonging to 
said network comprises: 
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• a learning frame management unit (comprising a forwarding process) which refers to a 
MAC SA table cache (comprising querying a filtering database) to determine whether a 
learning frame transmission request corresponding to said MAC SA has been is made 
(comprising determining whether a frame has been received that indicates an address-port 
mapping: see section 7.9.5 on p. 47 and section 7.8 on p. 42), 

• a MAC forwarding table memory (comprising a filtering database) which stores an output 
port for a destination MAC address (see section 7.9 on p. 42 and section 7.9.2 on p. 44), 
and 

• the MAC SA table cache which stores a source MAC address which has made a learning 
frame transmission request (note that entries made by the learning process are based on 
the source address of frames: see section 7.8 on p. 42). 

The 802. ID specification does not show that the MAC forwarding table stores an output 
port for tag operations. 

Williams shows storing an output port for tag operations (see table 601 in Fig. 6 and col. 
10, lines 60-63). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify the 802. ID specification with the port-tag mappings taught by Williams in order to 
provide the ability to tag a frame that is to be transmitted via a tagged port (see Williams, col. 2, 
lines 30-33). 

Regarding claim 4, the combination of the 802. ID specification and Williams shows the 
limitations of claim 3 as applied above, and the 802. ID specification further shows wherein said 
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nodes comprise an aging request acceptance unit which ages said MAC SA table cache (see first 
paragraph on p. 45), and a transmission request unit which makes a learning frame transmission 
request (comprising a bridge port which receives a frame and sends it to a learning process: see 
Fig. 7-5 and section 7.8 on p. 42). Note that the learning process uses the learning frame 
transmission request to manage a table (comprising the filtering database). 

The 802. ID specification does not explicitly show sending the request to a CPU. 

Williams shows a CPU managing a table (see col. 10, lines 57-61). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to further modify the 802. ID specification to use a CPU as taught by Williams in order to 
implement the specification with readily available computing hardware. 

Regarding claim 5, the combination of the 802. ID specification and Williams shows the 
limitations of claim 4 as applied above, and the 802. ID specification further shows wherein said 
nodes have a learning management program which conducts a learning frame process (see 
section 7.8 on p. 42). 

Regarding claim 6, the 802. ID specification shows a network system for a network 
having plural nodes connected, wherein a node belonging to said network comprises: 

• a learning management program which conducts a learning frame process (see section 
7.8); and 

• a software table (comprising a filtering database: see section 7.9). 
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The 802. ID specification does not show wherein a network control program uses a set of 
memory duplicate information to perform an entry search in the software table. 

Williams shows a network control program using a set of memory duplicate information 
to perform an entry search in the software table (see Fig. 6 and col. 10, line 57 to col. 11, line 
21). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify the 802. ID specification with the entry search taught by Williams in order to provide 
the ability to tag a frame that is to be transmitted via a tagged port (see Williams, col. 2, lines 30- 
33). 

Regarding claim 7, the combination of the 802. ID specification and Williams shows the 
limitations of claim 3 as applied above, and the 802. ID specification further shows wherein said 
node has an equipment control program which conducts a variety of configurations (comprising 
the configuration of reserved addresses, static filtering information, and traffic class information: 
see section 7.1.2). 

Regarding claim 8, the combination of the 802. ID specification and Williams shows the 
limitations of claim 3 as applied above, and the 802. ID specification further shows said node 
comprises a frame type judgment unit which judges an input frame (comprising a forwarding 
process, which judges whether to forward incoming frames, and where to forward them to: see 
section 7.7.2). 
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Regarding claim 9, the combination of the 802. ID specification and Williams shows the 
limitations of claim 3 as applied above, and the 802. ID specification further shows wherein a 
node belonging to said network comprises: an aging control unit which ages an entry to be aged 
(comprising the unit which ages entries in the filtering database: see first paragraph of p. 45), and 
an aging management table which stores an entry to be aged (comprising the filtering database, 
which stores the dynamic filtering entries which are aged). 

Regarding claim 12, the combination of the 802. ID specification and Williams shows the 
limitations of claim 3 as applied above, and further shows wherein said node comprises a tag 
forwarding table memory which stores an output port for a forwarding tag (comprising the 
memory which holds tables 601 and 603 in Fig. 6: see Williams, col. 10, line 57 to col. 11, line 
21). 

Regarding claim 13, the combination of the 802. ID specification and Williams shows the 
limitations of claim 3 as applied above, and the 802. ID specification further shows wherein said 
node comprises: a table (filtering database: see section 7.9); an aging circuit (comprising the 
circuit which ages entries in the filtering database: see p. 45); and a forwarding table having a 
table read/write circuit (comprising a filtering database, which necessarily has a read/write 
circuit because it can be read from and written to: see p. 33). 

Regarding claim 15, the 802. ID specification shows a network system for a network 
having plural nodes connected (see Fig. 7-1 on p. 31), and further shows maintaining a learning 
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information while sending frames (see section 7.8), but does not explicitly show wherein a node 
belonging to said network sends an asymmetrical main signal frame to an Ethernet. 

Williams shows a node sending an asymmetrical main signal frame to an Ethernet 
(comprising sending Ethernet frames at different rates on different ports: see col. 4, lines 16-25). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify the 802. ID specification with the asymmetrical main signal frame and Ethernet taught 
by Williams in order to support multiple network speeds. 

Claims 18-20, 22-24, 27, and 28 arc apparatus claims corresponding to system claims 3- 
5, 7-9, 12, and 13 and are rejected for the same reasons as applied above. 

Claims 33-35, 37-39, 42, and 43 are method claims corresponding to system claims 3-5, 
7-9, 12, and 13 and are rejected for the same reasons as applied above. 

Claim 21 is an apparatus claim corresponding to system claim 6 and is rejected for the 
same reasons as applied above. 

Claim 36 is an method claim corresponding to system claim 6 and is rejected for the same 
reasons as applied above. 

Claim 30 is an apparatus claim corresponding to system claim 15 and is rejected for the 
same reasons as applied above. 
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Claim 45 is an method claim corresponding to system claim 15 and is rejected for the 
same reasons as applied above. 

Claims 11,14, 26, 29, 41, and 44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over ANSI/IEEE Std. 802.1D, 1998 Edition ( "the 802. ID specification") in view 
of Williams (US Patent No. 6,515,993). 

Regarding claim 11, the combination of the 802. ID specification and Williams shows the 
limitations of claim 3 as applied above, but does not explicitly show wherein said node 
comprises a broadcast table memory which stores an output destination port at a time of 
broadcasting to a tag. 

Liu shows a broadcast table memory which stores an output destination port at a time of 
broadcasting to a tag (see [0023]-[0024]). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to further modify the 
802. ID specification to store an output destination port at a time of broadcasting to a tag in order 
to prevent the system from having to calculate the port repeatedly (see Liu, [0024]). 

Regarding claim 14, the combination of the 802. ID specification and Williams shows the 
limitations of claim 3 as applied above, but does not explicitly show wherein said node 
comprises a TAG address management table which stores an address of a forwarding tag on a 
MAC forwarding table memory. 
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Liu shows a tag address management table which stores an address of a forwarding tag 
(see [0022]). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to further modify the 
802. ID specification to store an address of a forwarding tag as taught by Liu in order to provide 
for efficient distribution of broadcast messages to that tag (see Liu, [0007]). 

Claims 26 and 29 are apparatus claims corresponding to system claims 1 1 and 14, and are 
rejected for the same reasons as applied above. 

Claims 41 and 44 are method claims corresponding to system claims 1 1 and 14, and are 
rejected for the same reasons as applied above. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to CHRISTOPHER D. BIAGINI whose telephone number is 
(571)272-9743. The examiner can normally be reached on weekdays from 8:30 AM to 5:00 
PM.. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Andrew Caldwell can be reached on (571) 272-3868. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Christopher Biagini 
(571)272-9743 



/Andrew Caldwell/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2142 



